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Two theories about the effects of industrialization 
on an individual's attainment of social, educational, and * 
occupational status are examined in this study of 12 Japanese regions 
in varying stages of development. The. first, the theory of. 
industrialism, suggests that as development occurs, the attainment of 
educational and occupational status through kinship ties (ascription) 
decreases and status is gained on the basis of individual 
achievement. The second theory, status maintenance, argues that when 
educational expansion surpasses occupational demand the advanced 
industrial state will resort to ascription (kinship ties, sociaf 
background^ to fill prestigious jobs. Although both theories agree 
that education becomes more universal with industrialization, they 
disagree on, occupational and social status attainment. Research in 
the 12 Japanese regions used both the individual and the region 
itself as* units of measurement and involved several stages of 
analysis. Final results disprove the industrialism theory ascriptive 
processes do not diminish with industrialization. Inadequate 
occupational demand does, however, restrict the degree to which 
educational attainment becomes prestigious .\(KC) 
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•INDUSTRIALIZATION AND THE STATUS 
ATTAINMENT PROCESS: THE THESIS 
OF INDUSTRIALISM RECONSIDERED 



ABSTRACT 

Two positions are advanced regarding the effects of industrialization 
n status attainment parameters. The thesis of industrialism describes- the 
emergence of universalistic social organization where ascribed status 
allocation is replaced ofy achieved processes. In qontrast, the status 
maintenance thesis contends that diminishing educational inequality coupled 
with limited occupational upgrading results in a reduction of achieved 
components and a growth in ascribed contributions to social status. These ' 

9 - 

4 ~ i 

conflicting positions are' examirffed by estimating status attainment models 

r \ 

within twelve Japanese regions varying widely ih level of economic 
development. Results demonstrate considerable regional diversity in -status 
attainment coefficients, such that estimation of a single national model 
Evolves serious misspecif ication. Morepver, the pattern of regional 
variation provides partial support for the status maintenance thesis, with 

occupational upgrading assuming a* pivotal role, for the development of 

* * \ 

\ 

meritocratic organization. Macro-level structural models of* these M 
relationships are presented. * 1 # 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The underlyirj^ theme in recent critiques of the status attainment 
tradition involves the recognition that reward allocation occurs within a 
structural context. It is argued that the process of attainment cannot be } 
» analyzed independently of the structure of positions which individuals must 

v ' , 

occupy. Since the social organization of labor preexists individual 
placement within this structure, the form of organization will condition 

• 

modes of allocation (White, 1970; Boudon, 1974; Sorenson, 1976; Burawoy, 
1977; Horan, 1 978 ^ Hodson, 1980). Three implications derive from this 
critique. First, the human capital assumption that individual attributes 
determine occupational outcomes is rejected, since the structural context 
within which the^ individual is located affects the pricing of these 
attributes. Consequently, the meaning o^ educational aspirations and 

achievement for individual attainment depends upon the rules of reward 

* r- * 

allocation embedded within economic organization. Second, it is claimed, 
that estimation of ,a national status attainment model involves serious 
misspecification since such a' model conceals sectoral differences in the 
process of attainment (Wright and Perrone, 1977; Horan, Beck, and Tolbert, 
1980). Third, it is asserted that parameter estimates in a national model 
are valid only under assumptions of constant occupational c^and. Changes 
in the' structure and strength of this demand will alter t}ie size of causal 
paths. ' Thus the status attainment model does not capture invariant 
relations between variables, but 'rather those which are 'historically and 
contextually specific. - • 

However, this interest £n structural effects on attainment m processes 
has bien conceptualized in a limited manner, largely within dualist 
• paradigms positing a dichotomous industrial configuration. Results from 



9 

ERJC 



i 1 i 



Page 2 

\ 

this literature have been contradictory Vat best. Although Beck; Horan, an<j 
Tolbert (1978, 1980) report significant sectoral interactions, ^others have 7 
found little evidence of* sectoral differences in the process of status ? 
attainment (Pfeffer and R6ss, 1979; Hauser, 1980; Hodson, 1980). The 
purpose of this paper is to develop and test a more fruitful t^oretical/. 
perspective with which to examine structural effects. Given the primary^ 
'role of economic and technological variables in conditioning social 
organization, we consi^sr^egional level* of industrialization as a prominent 
structural variable affecting status attainment parameters.' In the 
following section, we describe how the level of regional industrialization 
affects the size of three parameters: *the path between 'Social background 
and respondents education measuring "educational ascription", the path 
between social background and respondents occupational prestige measuring 
"status ascription", and the path between respondent's education and 
occupational prestige measuring "status achievement". This paper not only 
attempts to demonstrate structural effects on these parameters, but also, 
contributes to current debates concerning the direction of these effects. 
After outlining a traditional theoretical perspective positing a reduction 
in ascriptive processes with industrialization, we develop an alternative 
Wa ^ 3u.es, a oo^oto. pane. 0f , ff .o tS . TH. a.U ana^s 
then provides a preliminary test of the opposing perspectives by estimating 
separate status attainment models withirr twelve Japanese regions varying 
widely in level of economic development. 

The relationship between industrialization and attainment processes has 
been addressed with both temporal and cross-sectional studies. Research 
exploring trends in status attainment processes <Blau and Duncan, 1967; 
Featherman and Hauser, 1978) provides some insight into^the effects of 
industrialization, assuming that such patterns derive from temporal changes 
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% in developmental level. In addition, cross-sectional studies comparing 

* status attainment parameters across nations varying in economic development 

have been attempted (Covello, 1976; Lin and Yauger, 1 §75 ),' though they 

a - . 

suffer from a paucity of data points or questionable nfethods (Hansen and 

Haller, 1977). .While previous research focyses on national differences in 

sb^tc/ST attainment, this paper introduces the regional labor market as an 

alternative level of analysis. The contention is that regional labor r 

markets are characterized by differing processes of reward allocation, and * 
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that these processes are rvelated to the developmental level of the region.' 
These hypotheses are th^ subject of the following empirical analysis, but 
preliminary support for a regional design is provided by recent resear 
demonstrating the operation of local labor markets (Parcel, 1981 ) , and by 
research in location theory documenting considerable regional diversity in 
economic development (Needleman, 1968; Richardson, 1969; ' Ullman, 1964). ' 
It should be noted that a regional design reduces problems of occupational 
and educational comparability characteristic of cross-national studies, and 
effectively controls for cultural variables. 1 

2:0 THE 1 THESIS OF INDUSTRIALISM:. TOWARDS A MERITOCRATIC, SOCIETY 

We turn to a consideration of alternative theories on the consequences 

« 

of industrializatioh for attainment processes. The thesis of industrialism 

suggests that economic development entails ^a^cansit ion from ascriptive 

bases of role allocation to more universalis^!^ and achieved practices 

(Feldman and Moore, 1962; Lsvy, 1966). Drawing from the thesis of 

* ^ * 
industrialism and related fchfeqries of social differentiation and mass 

, X ,.. * '. 

1 Although these are distinctive advantages for a regional design, the 
problem of migration is more prominent fffT*-a regional level of analysis. 
The issue of interregional migration wili be discussed briefly during the 
presentation of results.* 
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society, we outline' below the specific effects of industrialization on each 
of the three attainment parameters. 

Social differentiation theory describes an evolutionary development in 

i 

which major docietal functions gain structural independence from the 
traditional kinship system, thus restricting the effect of kinship ties on 
economic role allocation (Parsons, 1961, 1968; Moore, 1963; Smelser, 
1964). Within the nonindustrialized society, economic and familial roles 
are enpeshed in a single nexus, such thatjconditions of birth determine . 
subsequent productive roles. Industrialization involves the" breakdown of 
this economic-familial nexus, as the sphere of production becomes spatially 
and temporally isolated from the family. Rather than assuming, an ascribed 

productive role within the household, the individual must attain a separate 

< 

role within the factory or office. This . division between familial and 
occupational spheres introduces the potential for mobility from social 
origins, and thus reduces the size of the status ascription parameter. 
Direct inheritance of an occupation is more difficult once economic roles 
are lodged in a separate sphere. 

Th^s 'separation of societal structures permits the emergence of » 

J* ► 

universalist-achievement values within the differentiated economic sector., 
Freed f,rom the^particularistic and affective constraints of the household, 
the OQjzt^ational sphere can develop rational orientations which maximize, 
output. Bureaucrat!^ f irms^recruit employees on the 'basis of efficiency 
norms rather than considering kinship tie$ or circumstances of social 
background. Since firms now eschew these particularistic criteria, fathers 
finchit more difficult to pass on jobs to their sons or to arrange for 
similar jobs (Treiman, 1970). Thus occupational roles are not only 
dislodged from the family,. but the growth o£~universalist values prevents 
int£rgenerational tranemission of jobs within the separated occupational 

3 
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sector • Again, '£his translates as a decrease in the status attainment 4* 



parameter linking social background to respondents occupational prestige. 

In addition .to the differentiation of economic and familial sectors and x 
the subsequent emergence of universalist values, the growth of mass 
education with industrialization further reduces status inheritance. This 
meritocratic impact of education operates through two related processes. 
* First, mandatory education extends to the masses the opportunity to develop 
occupationally relevant skills and training regardless of social background. 
As the locus of training shifts frpm the home to the school, access to 
skills becomes less dependent on circumstances of birth. Second, mass 
education resocializ^s students from diverse socioeconomic backgrounds to a 
single "achievement ethic" (Parsons, 1959), hence reducing class* variation 
in occupational aspirations and outcomes. Thus schooling not only equalizes 
access to occupational skills, but also transmits the necessary value 
V orientations so that individuals from all backgrounds are motivated to 
acquire these skills. This development of a common culture reducing class 



i 



variations in occupational aspirations is further hastened by the 
homogenizing effects of mass media in the industrialized region. 

Accompanying this decrease in social background effects on occupational, 
outcomes is a parallel reduction in ascriptive determination of educational 
levels. The growth of free and universal schooling ir/the industrialized 
system lessens the role of family. economic resources in securing education. 
In addition, the development of a common 'culture across socioeconomic 
classes reduces differential aspirations for education, and increases 
commonalities in educational abilities. Finally, the transition from 
agricultural to manufacturing occupations and the growth of child labor 
legislation equalizes school attendance by releasing poorer youth from farm 
and factory labor (Treiman, 1970). 
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The declining significance of asc/iptive criteria i^ replaced by a 
strengthening of achieved Contributions «to occupational prestige. With the 
increase in highly skiAed professional, technical, and administrative 
occupations, .formal education becomes a more relevant criterion for employee 
recruitment. Access to high status jobs within this "upgraded" occupational 
structure becomes contingent upon educational qualifications which indicate 
acquisition of appropriate skills and value orientations. Organizations 
f which persist in a^criptive "discrimination" despite the greater efficiency 

I ' ' ' 

of recruitment decisions based on educational attainment are no longer 
competitive within th^ capitalist economy. In this sense market forces and 
the profit motive impel the transition towards role allocation by 
educational credentials* 

* Thus the thesis of industrialism suggests that a meritocratic soc^ity 
is approached with development. The ascriptive detefnninaUon of educational' 
and occupational^s^atus decrease^ and achieved contributions to status 
increase. In the following section we develop an alternative' thesis which . 
questions this meritocratic projection. 

» 

3.0 THE STATUS MAINTENANCE THESIS: ASCRIPTIVE EXPANSION IN THE POST- 
INDUSTRIAL SYSTEM 

f The status maintenance thesis rejects the unilinear evolutipnary - 

perspective embedded in the thesis .of industrialism, by specifying som^ of 

the dynamics accompanying post-industrialization which may increase ascribed 

contributions to social position. The intent is not to replace one 

unilinear scheme with another, but to identify processes omitted within the 

industrialism thesis which may 'limit the development of meritocratic ^ 

organization. We argue that indu3trialization is associated with, a 
T" 
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reduction in educational ascription and occupational upgrading, and that 
these processes restrict the growth of universalist patterns of attainment . 

3*1 The Contradictory Effects of Declining Educational Ascription ' 

7 ' . / 

There is no contention between status maintenance and industrialism ' 
theses regarding the declining significance of social background for 
educational attainment. Both radical theorists and conventional 
sociologists alike agree that the^provision of mass educational 

* t 

opportunities coupled with rising educational aspirations have produced 

growing equality in educational levels with industrialization (Hause'r and 

Featheraan, 1976; Bowles and Gintis, 1 4 976; Boudon, 1974). Although there 

is some, indication of longitudinal stability' or even increases in schooling 

differences between socioeconomic groups (Mare, ?981; Spady, 1967), the 

weight of evidence suggests a reduction in these ascriptive effects. Such 

findings conform 'to the socioeconomic equalization of education projected by 

the industrialism thesis. 

Howeyer, this reduction in educational ascription may concurrently 
f . % 
fdster an increase in status ascription, a result directly contrary to 

thesis of industrialism projections. Since the socioeconomic elite no 

longer monopolize^educational credentials, they must increasingly rely upon 

direct* ascriptive mechdflisms to maintain their status. Resources such as 

parental occupational ^contacts and wealth are used by the elite to gain 

prestigious jobs, in response to the burgeoning educational competition from 

the masses. The central point here is that the advantaged will not watch 

idly while their educational privileges erode; rather, they employ 

ascriptive resources if education no longer .suffices as a means of status 

inheritance* Not only is a resurgence of ascriptive -processes irt the 
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interest of elite status maintenance, but employers also increasingly rely 
upon noneducational criteria for recruitmentjiBetslOtt§»* As education 
becomes a universal attainment, it also/becomes ^a less adequate. measure of 
potential productivity. The declining Utility of Educational attainment as 
an indicator of worker quality motivates employers to^mphasize alternative 
criteria such as mannerisms or vsyiue orientations, prestige of the 
educational institution, and other\more direct social background 
considerations. This growing emphasis on noneducational criteria, coupled , 
with elite attempts to empJ^^^criptive resources to maintain their status, 
implies both diminished status achievement and increased status ascription. 
These conclusions arpcontrary to those generated by the industrialism 
thesis. 

Thus the growing equality of edqcatipnal attainment shifts the 
mechanism of status transmission from anxfndirect path mediated by education 
to more direct asoriptive processes, /it should be emphasized that this 
shift in the process of status transmission does not imply any change in the 
strength of the correlation between social background and occupational 
status. This correlation derives from .two components, the direct effect of 
social background on current status, and the indirect effect of social 
background mediated by educational attainment. The status maintenance 
thesis suggests that the former component increases with industrialization, 
while the latter diminishes. Since the two components of the correlation * 
shift* in. opposite directions, the relationship between 3 industrialization and 
the total correlation remains unspecified. 
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3*2 The Limits of Upgrading 

We have described how the reduction: in educational ascription fostered 
by industrialization operates to subsequently increase status ascription and 
diminish status achievement. The rate of occupational upgrading is an 
additional intervening variable which mediates the effect of 
industrialization on these attainment parameters. It wa3 noted already that 
industrialization is accompanied by an increase in educational equality and 
a concomitant growth in mean levels of schooling. An emerging point of 
contention involves the extent to which the (supply of high status 
occupations notches this expansion in the educational sector. While some 
have argued that the structure of positions is often manipulated to conform 
to the existing educational supply (Treiman, 1970, 1977; Hauser, 1976), 
others view the occupational distribution as determined by exogenous 
'technological and organizational factors largely independent of the 
educational structure (Boudon, 1974; Pampel, et al., 1977). In fact, a 
growing literature supports the latter view in which occupational upgrading 
fails to grow at a ,rate commensurate with educational expansion. In their 
model of occupational change, Pampel et al. (1977) project a contraction in 
the rate of growth of ^ high status jobs. Slngelmann and Browning (1980) 
reach similar conclusions with a substantially different methodology. 
Primarily due to an expansion of the tertiary sector, the rate of prestige 
upgrading diminishes with post-industrialization. 

What happens to levels ot status achievement when the advanced 
industrial state fails to generate a sufficiently upgraded occupational 
structure? Coupl§d with the concomitant growth in educational levels, this 
restriction in occupational demand* reduces prestige returns to education.' 
Many who invest in higher education will fail to gain prestigious 



1 ■ 

Page 10 

occupations, simply because there are not ^enough for an overedDcated 

population. Some indications of this process are evident in the models of*, 

. Boudon (197*0, 'and in- the results of FeatfiermatfTand Hauser (1978: 265-9).* 

Again, we generates conclusion for the status achievement parameter which 
* * « 

conflicts directly, with the thesis of. industrialism. 

Not only does the rate^of upgrading affect the status achievement 

parameter, but it also influences the level <?'f status ascription. During 

the early stages of industrialization when occupational expansion is 

strongest,, prestigious jobs are so plentiful TRat ascriptive' mechanisms are 

less ^Important for occupational attainment. Parental contacts and other 

social backgroiui^ resources' are not needed" to secure desirable occupations 

if employers themselves are struggling to fill their expanding ranks. When 

^ occupational upgrading decelerates with advanced industrialization, the 

competition for the limited pool of prestigious jobs becomes sufficiently 

intense that ascriptive resources regain ^importance. High rates of 

occupational upgrading hirther reduce status ascription, since structural, 

change forces intprgenerational shifts out of occupations with diminishing 

demand. It should be reemphasizejl that?%hese consequences of upgrading 

pertain to parameters governing the process of attainment, and not to the 

strength of the correlation between social background and occupational 

status. ^ 

h j Consideration of upgrading entails relaxing assumptions of constant 

occupational demand implicit in most status attainment literature. 

Influenced by the research of Sorenson ( 1976, 1977) , we ask instead how 

parameters respond to changes in demand conditions. Our conclusions suggest 

\ 

that the deceleration J.n demand accompanying advanced industrialization 
; operates to restrict status achievement and promote status ascription. This 
pivotal" role for upgrading has beeh long recognized in occupational mobility 
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research, with the central statistical problem^ conceptualized as the ♦ 
separation of structurally induced movement fronj pure .circulation .mobility. 
Indeed, one of th^ major findings deriving from such research is«that the 
shifting structure of* occupational demand represents the primary determinant 
of changes in mobility patterns (Hajjprr, et al., 1975; Erikson et al., 
1979). .However, jintergenerational mobility research is not an entirely 
appropriate method for addressing the effects of occupational upgrading on 
status* inheritance, since marginals in a cross-classification* tabl£ fail to 
represent actual shifts in occupational distributions (Duncan, 1968).. Given 
this inherent nature of mobility tables, it become's important to transfer 

the interest in occupational upgrading to a structural equation methodology/ 

* \ * 

* 

H.O THE RESEARCH STRATEGY 

The status maintenance thesis argues that' decelerating rates of 
occupational upgrading coupled with reductions in educational ascription 

\ 

limit the .development of meritocratic organization in the advanced 
industrial system. Thus the theses of industrialism and status maintenance 
predict largely opposed effects of economic development on attainment 
parameters. Although both state that ascriptive effects on levels of 
schooling decline, contradictory forecasts are* developed for the \wo 
remaining parameters. 

"7 

Japan was chosen for a preliminary test of these positions by examining 
attainment processes in twelve regions of varying economic development. A 
rapid 'rate of postwar economic growth, a changing occupational structure, * 

and extensive regional variation in developmental level combine to make 

f ' 

Japan an excellent research location (Tominaga, 1969; Cole and Tominaga, 

2 t No hypotheses are advanced regardfng the effects of upgrading on 
educational ascription. 
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1976; Shinohara, 1970). However, Japanese research on the determinants of 
occupational standing gust be conducted within the context of a "lifetime 
employment system" in which occupational consciousness is displaced by 
loyalty to the firm (Abegglen, 1958; Vogel, 1963; Nakane, 1970; Do're, 
1973). This dimension of Japanese society does not represent a serious 
problem for our research. Although occupation may not be a salient featur^ * 
of Japanese consciousness, it, nonetheless maintains broad validity as. a 
proxy for social standing. Cole and Tominaga (1976) document that 
occupational position is highly correlated with measures of social standing 
such as educational attainment and income level. Not unlike Western 
nations, Japanese occupational roles occupy a central place within the n 
stratification system, and thus are a proper focus k for research concerning 
structural effects on intergenerational status transmission-. 

Of course, it is not clear if the Japanese pattern of developmental 
effects applies equally to other natic^is. Several institutions unique to 
Japan may preclude generalization. First, the prominence of internal labor 
markets and the dual economy within Japan might contribute to ascriptive 
processes by restricting intergenerational mobility across labor markets or 
segments of the economy. Second, Cole and Tominaga (1976) note a surprising 
growth in the self-employed sector of the Japanese economy, another feature 
which might promote ascription by allowing familial training and 
occupational inheritance. Third, the seniority principle embedded in the 
lifetime employment system may function to reduce prestige returris^to 
education, since age and length of service become primary considerations for 
occupational placement within the firm. Conversely, it might be argued that 
educational effects should be quite strong, because Japanese -firms 
explicitly limit ports of en^ry to graduates from the appropriate schools. 
Not only do these, specific Japanese institutions potentially limit the 
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generalization of results/^© other nations, but they also provide 
alternative explanations of regional variatidh in attainment processes 

* J . ' 

within jJapan. To the extent that such institutions operate primarily within 
industrialized regions; they may account for any observed differences in 



attainment across regional ^developmental* levels. _ 

^ 4 

However, it is interesting to notSLthat several of these supposedly 



f. 



unique institutions of Japian are currently being discovered in other 

, y v 

industrialized nations CCole r \1979). The applicability of dual economy and. 
segmented labor market paradigms to 1 the United States and other Western 
nations is well documented,' while others have traced the role of age or 
seniority for prestige .And wage determination (Spilerman, 1977; . Rees and ' 
Schultz, 3970). The implicati6n that there are important parallels between 
Japanese *£nd Western development receives further support from comparative 

V 

studies of status attainment, which show a striking similarity of processes 
between the United States and Japan (Tominaga, 1980). Although we do not 

ft 

espouse a convergence tresis* it nonetheless appears that Japapesg' research 
can provide some insight into the consequences of industrialization. * 

Table 1 shows the twelve Japanese regions within which separate status 
attainment models are estimated* This twelve region division was developed 
from teri^originaj regions by ^ividing both the 'Kyushu^ and T Kanto T areas 
into two sections, due to considerable heterogeneity in economic level 

within the original regions. As Table 1 indicates, a broad rang* of 

** « * 

industrial development is gained with this regional division of Japan. 



. Table 1 About Here 
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5.0 METHODS AND RESULTS - * 

The empirical investigation includes two stages of analysis. • The first 

stage involves the estimation of status attainment models within each of 

twelve Japanese regions. In the second stage, the coefficients obtained in 

these models are correlated with regional level of development and other 

structural variables. We also deyelop formal causal models depicting the 

relationship between regional structural attributes and attairlment 

processes. It should be? noted Mjat this latter stage entails a shift, in the 

unit' of analysis from the individual to the region. > 

V / 

5.1 Estimation of Regional Status Attainment Models 

Data for the first stage of analysis were available from the 1975 ^ 
Survey of Social Stratification and Social Mobility (SSM), a multi-stage 
probability san/ple of 272*1 Japanese males between the ages of twenty and 
sixty-nine. In addition t to several social psychological measures, this 
survey provides a close replication of the* variables in the "basic model" of 
status attainment (Blau and Duncan, 1967). The SSM also provides data on 
the prestige ranking of Japanese occupations. Five variables were selected 
to measure the* social background of respondents: .♦father's educational 
attainment, father's occupational prestige, farm origin, family economic 
level, and mother's educational attainment. Father's and mother's education 
are coded as years of schooling completed, ranging from '0' to '16'. 



Father's occupational prestige is coded in the Japanese Occupational 

i 

Prestige Scale developed from the same 1975 SSM. Farm'origin is a binary 



variable assigned '0' if, the father's occupation was farming when the 



3 The correlation between this scale and the Standard International 
Occupational Prestige Scale (Treiman, 1977) is approximately 0.87. 
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^respondent was fifteen years old, and coded as M' otherwise. t Finally, 
family economic lev^\ is* the respondent's description of his family's 
economic status, coded as ' V (very poor), f 2' (fairly poor), '3' (average), 

yU 1 (fairly ■ rich) , or '5' (very rich). Sinc^ it has been argued that status 

attainment models hare failed to adequately capture the full effect of 

social background on subsequent attainment ^(Bowles, 1972; Burawoy, 1977), 

it is important to incorporate thifc wide range of background Variables. .Two 

indicators j>f the respondent's social position were included: respondent's 

educational attainment and respondent's current occupational prestige. Both 

of .these were measured in a manner* identical to the comparable parental 

variables. The means, standard deviations, and correlations of these 

variables within each of the twelve regions are presented in Appendix 1 . 

A diagram of the model estimated in each region is shown in Figure 1. 

The- path diagram represents the following system of equations: 
♦ 

Hi = Yl5l + Y2S2 + T3?3 + + T55 5 

/ 

> n 2 = 3ini + ?2 

The basic feature of this model is the social background construct ( Hi ) 
^brmed as a linear pomposite of the five social background variables • By 
forming such a construct/, the size of the 81 parameter becomes a measure of 
ascriptive effects on educational attainment, and the size of 82 measures 
ascriptive contributions to current occupational prestige. Al'though a 
disaggregated model without an intervening construct could be estimated^ 
there is not sufficient data to gain precise estimates of the independent „ 



*T These correlation matrices and all subsequent results are produced using 
listwise deletion of missing data, yielding a final sample of 2077 males. 
Those parts of the analysis* replicated with pairwise present data' produced 
similar findings. 



effects of each of the fiye variables. Moreover, the theoretic concern is 

with regional variation in the relative contribution of social background in 

total, not with the disaggregated effects of its various. ^components. Thus 

we propose a model with a single construct as a more parsimonious 

representation of the process of status transmission. 

v .„„ 

FigureT^About Here 
1 

The introduction of this construct imposes "cqnstraints^of 

proportionality" on the effects of the social background variables (Hauser, 

1972). Each of th>e five variables is constrained to exert effects on the 

m 

current status variables (respondent's education and occupation) in the same 
proportion, namely B1/82 . Ttjese constraints hold because the effects of 
the social background variables are mediated entirely by .the construct. To 
allows a direct path between a social background variable and a current 
status variable would permit the model to absorb any deviation from 



constraints of proportionality. It should be clear that there is nothing 
unusual about such constraints. Indeed, the common practice of creating a 
weighted composite of social background, and then entering the composite 
alone in subsequent model estimation, makes similar assumptions about 
proportional effects of ther components of the composite (e.g., Jewell, 

j 

% 

Haller^and Ohlendorf, 1970). The^model we propose differs only by uniting 

v • 

composite construction and model estimation so that weights are chosen to 
best reproduce 'effects of the components. Moreover, such a strategy allows 
an explicit test of the significance of deviations fjrom proportionality. 

This model also differs from those which consider measures of social 
background to be simple reflections or effects of a latent construct (e.g., 
Hauser, 1970). Although the reflective .model ha? become quite popular 
following the recent advances in factor analysis, it contradicts the more 
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* piausible structure in which the social background variables cause or give 

rise to an overall social position (Hauser, 1972). The conceptual imagery 

* 

associated with a reflective model implies that each family is endowed with 
a general social position which generates familial education, occupation, 
and income. Such imagery reifies social position into an active determinant 
of a variety of stratification outcomes, and denies a causal structure among 
these outcomes consistent with the causal interpretation given to the son's 
achievements. To avoid suoh conceptual errors, we have chosen a T model which 

represents overall social background as art effect rather than cause of its 

r * 

multiple components. 

• * * 

Several assumptions affe required to identify the model. First, the 

unobserved construct is considered an exact linear 'composite without a 

residual or disturbance term. .A stochastic disturbance could be introduced 3 } 

but only with the simultaneous assumption -that the path between respondent's 

education and occupation equals zero/ (or any . constant ) . Such a formulation 

has been suggested irt the MlMIC model literature (e.gl , Joreskog and 

Goldberger, 1975; Hauser and Goldberger* 1971), yet is clearly 

* v ' 

inappropriate in this ciroumstance. In addition, Y3 is set equal to unity 

to fix t£***a^asurement scale of the composite variable. This normalization 

rule h^s no effect upon the relative sizes of the structural coefficients. 

With these restrictions the model is estimable, with four degrees erf freedom 

deriving from the proportionality constraints. 

This baseline model and a series of related models were estimated by 

maximum likelihood with the assumption of multivariate normality; brief 

descriptions and goodness of fit statistics are provided in Table 2. Each 

of the models presented. in this table involves simultaneous estimation of 

parameters in ajl twelve regions. This allows cross-region equality 

, constraints tc^ be imposed in some of the later models. The baseline model A 

ERIC . • 2'j • 



Page 18 



represents the hypothesis of regional variation in attainment processes. 

' / 

Not only are 'the structural coef ficientgr expressing levels of ascription and 




achievement ( $1 , &2 > 83 ) allowed to differ across regions, but variation is 
also permitted in the size of the social background paths ( Yi , Y2 t Y3 f Yi* , 
Y5 )• Model B is a modification of model A gained by placing regional 
equality constraints on the level of educational ascription ( &i ), status 
ascription ( $2 U and status achievement (S3 ). if this model fits, the 
implication is that the extent of ascribed and achieved processes does not 
vary by region. However, Table 2 reveals that the contrast between models A 
and B is significant at the .04 level, supporting the contention of regional 
differences in attainment parameters. Whether this variation is related to 
industrialization is explored later, yet it is established that estimation 
of a single, national model would conceal significagt differences in the 
process of status attainment.- * 



Table 2 About Here 

j— - 



The remainder of the contrasts with model A assess which of tbe three 
attainment parameters contribute most to regional variability. Successive 
equality constraints are imposed on each of the single parameters, while the 
remaining two parameters are^afllowed to vary across regions. Results from 
this series of tests show that the level of regional variation is 'comparable 
for the three paths, yet none of the contrasts with model A are significant 
at the *• 05* level. Although the hypothesis of regional equality was rejected^ 
in t^e global test, it cannot be rejected in these contrasts for the single 
paths. Such results do not violate the logic of hypothesis testing, as 
simultaneous confidence regions are not the simple intersection of the 
associated single parameter regions. Constraints on a single parameter fail 
to capture the variability revealed in global tests, because they allow 
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regional variation to .be absorbed in the remaining unconstrained parameters. 

Model F is an alternative baseline model, gained by placing regional ' 
equality constraints on the weights for the social background composite. In 
some respects, it is preferable that the social background variable be the 
same linear composite in all regions. Otherwise, the analysis of regional 
differences in effects 9f the background variable may be co-founded by 
regional differences in its composition. For' this reason model F is 
retained as an additional baseline model", even "though its contrast with 
model A indicates'significant variability in composite weights. The 
remaining models are modifications of model F which set 'regional equality 
constraints on the coefficients measuring ascriptive^ and achieved processes. 
Results parallel those with baseline model A. The following section will 
analyze • coefficients from both baseline models; it will be shown that they 
imply spmewhat different substantive conclusions regarding structural 
effects on attainment processes. 5 

Coefficients from these models will be considered in their metric form. 
To standardize within each region would confound ^comparison of structural 
coefficients with regional variation in standard deviations. Hence metric 
coefficients are the most appropriate for the expression of causal laws 
across populations (Blalock, 1967; Duncan, 1975). Appendix 2 provides the* 
estimated structural parameters within twelve regions, for both of the 
baseline models. 

V ■ . 

5 Other baseline models were also considered, but are not presented here. 
In one model, we relaxed the proportionality constraints by fitting a lagged 
path between father's and so^s occupational prestige. The model yielded 
similar conclusions on the extent of regional variability in status 
attainment, and on the relationship between this variability and • 
industrialization. However , parameter estimates were considerably less 
precise, due to collinearity between the social background composite and 
father* s prestige. 
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5.2 Structural Variables and the Status Attainment Process 

The previous section was concerned with developing plausible status 
attainment models within twelve Japanese regions, ^t was suggested that 
significant variation exists in the process of status attainment, yet it 
remains to jbe established if this variation is associated with regional # 
industrialization. We consider first the oper^ationalization of th^ 
structural. variables hypothesized to, affect attainment parameters. 

Regional industrialization was measured by per capita electricity 

' consumption in .195,5/ and, by the proportion of the labor force employed in 
• « 

agriculture in 1955. Since the majority of the respondents entered the 

labor force in the 1950s, the year of measurement was chosen to be 1955 on . 
i 

the assumption that structural effects on labor market experierlces are 
greatest at initial entry. Some of the <later analysis also employs I960 
electricity consumption as an additional indicator. The electricity 
consumption indices were chosen since production capabilities of industrial 
society are depiehdent upon^the prior generation of electricity. Moreover, 
electricity consumption is strongly correlated with other traditional 
measures of industrial development (Frisbie and Clarke, 1979; Darmstadter, 
.1971; Cutright, 1968; Gibbs and Martin, 1972). The agricultural labor 
forge index provides a closer assessment of the occupational structure 
patterns associated with development. Both cross-sectipnal and longitudinal 
data establish that industrialization entails a substantial reduction in the 
proportion of the labor force directly engaged in agriculture (Kuznets, 
1971). 

Occupational upgrading was measured by the 1960-1975 increase in mean 
occupational status for each region. Estimates of 1960 mean status were 
gained by assigning the 1975 prestige scores to the intermediate 
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/ ' . ■ ■ 

occupational distributions in the 1960 Japanese Census, while 1975 estimates 
were developed by assigning the same prestige codes to regional occupational 
distributions in the 1975 SSM. r 

We have also conceptualized educational ascription as an additional 

/ ' • 

, regional structural variable which affects levels of status ascription and 

»<• 

achievement • Since the status attainment models already estimated include 
coefficients Pleasuring the level of educational ascription ( S\ ), there is 
no need to gain an additional indicator of this variable. Thus educational 
ascription is both an estimated parameter inj our attainment models, and a 
contextual variable which affects the size of the -remaining parameters. 0 
THis dual role entails some potential/ problems in th^ interpretation of the 
observed regional correlation between educational and status ascription. 
Because our measures of these variables are estimates rather than population 
parameters, they are subject to both error variance and positive correlation 
over repeated sampling. The latter * property of these estimators is 
particularly disturbing, since it introduces an artifactual positive t 
cbvariance between measures of educational and status ascription which 

obscures the negative relationship posited by the status maintenance thesis 

4- 

for true scores. Estimates of status ascription and achievement are 

4 

similarly correlated, again confounding interpretation of observed moments 

4 

between measures of these variables.*" A model which corrects for this 
correlation between estimates is discussed in the following presentation of 
results.. 

Correlations between structural variables and levels of ascription and 

> 

achievement are provided in Table 3, one set for each of the baseline 
models. Because the number of respondents within each region varied from 5*J 
to 329, the correlations displayed are weighted by regional sample size. In 
a subsequent section we will present multiple indicator models of the 



effects of industrialization on .ascription and achievement, yet the main 
conclusions are evident from the* correlations themselves: 
(a) Educational ascription decreases Moderately with industrialization. 
However, this relationship holds* for onlyr three of the \ four relevant 
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correlations, and even these thr*ee are considerably weaker than expected. 
It should be noted that an outlier reduces the strength of this 
relationship. . / 



(bO Status ascription increases wi-th industrialization, for both baseline 

models and both ■ indices. The relationship is stronger when 

industrialisation is measured by electricity consumption rather that' labor 

force composition. / > / * • * 1 

/ (c) The level of status achievement diminishes with* industrialization 'for 
t • • * • 

* v » 

all four of the relevant correlations, although the relationship *i§ again 

stronger with the electricity consumption indicator. 6 



Table 3 About Here ' 



A. 



Other than the moderate reduction* in, educational 'ascription with 

development, these^result's, contradict thesis of industrialism conclusions 

• » *# * " 

- and provide prelimihapy support for the alternative interpretations offered 

i £ . 

by the -status* maintenance thesis* However /-the latter^thesis not only 
predicts* the direction of developmental effects on parameters, but also 
suggests that a reduction in upgrading rates and educational ascriptlpn are 
the mediating processes which produce these effects. Evidence on/the 
relationship between these additional structural variables and attainment . 
parameters is provided in Table_3« As predicted by the status maintenance 



6" Additional correlations Were also examined, but are not presented here. 
Correlations weighted by the inverse of tfte estimated variances of the 
coefficients are nearly identical to those in Table 3, while unweighted 
correlations tend to be slightly weaker. 
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thesis, upgrading is positively "related to status achievement and negatively 
related to status ascription. However, conclusions on the effects of 
educational ascription are less clear.. Although model F correlations 
support status maintenance predictions, model A yields directly contrary 
results. However, we can equivocate on the conclusiveness of these . 
correlations ^ith educational ascription, since they are confounded by an 
artifactual covariance between estimates. The final piece of evidence on 
the status maintenance thesis regards the relationship between industri- 
alization and the two mediating variables; the thesis states that rates of 
upgrading and levels .of educational ascription should decline with 
development. The results of Table 3 hsive already shown that industri- 
alization has a moderately negative association with educational ascription. 
Moreover, rates of upgrading also diminish with industrialization, when the 
electricity consumption index is considered (r = -.435). 7 However, there is 
essentially no relationship between upgrading and the agricultural labor 
fbrce index (r = .062). * • A 

We consider briefly the implications of these observed correlations for 
structural models 'of the relationship between industrialization and 
attainment parameters. Because of the small sample size at this secondary 
stage of analysis, these models should be regarded as strictly preliminary. 
Figure 2 diagrams two models, both estimated with coefficients from baseline 
model F. The first model specifies direct effects of industrialization on 
the three attainment parameters. Despite the small sample, two of these 
effects are significant at the .10 leve^, and the direction of all three 
coefficients conform to status maintenance predictions. The second model 

7 This negative* relationship may be partially artifactual, since the % . 
Upgrading index as a gain score will tend' to be negatively related^J^the 
initial score on the variable (Bohrnstedt, 1^69) . 
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. incorporates the mediating variables considered by the status maintenance 
'thesis, and also corrects forv artifa^tMil^ 8 ^^^ between the estimates. 8 

Rather than assuming^perfect measurement of attainment parameters, this 
model explicitly^ distinguishes between the observed estimates from model F 



( Si , 62 f 63), and tfie true parameters corresponding to exact measurement of 
the entire population in each region. By using estimates, of the' variances 4 
and covariances for §1 , §2 * and $3 , we are able to identify a measurement 
model with correlated error terms, despite our single indicator ;* 
representation of latent variables. The path between the observed and / 
lat^rrt^ variables is fixed at unity, sirice the maximum likelihood estimates 
from model F are unbiased. Error variances for §1 9 §2 » and ^3 are fixed 
at estimates of their sampling variances obtained from the inverted, 
information matrix generated under a model that assumes each of the x 
attainment parameters ( 61, $2 > S3), is constant across regions. Finally, 
correlated errors are fixed at the estimates of covariance between &i , $2 , 
and 63, also obtained from the inverted information matrix under the same 
model. ^ correcting for artifactual covariance in this manner, the effect 
of educational ascription on status*' parameters becomes quite strong. The 
remaining parameter estimate's also conform to status maintenanqe 



8_ We were unable to gain credible parameter estimates for this model when 
the - agricultural labor force index was treated'as an indicator of 
industrialization. Standardized coefficients were consistently and 
implausibly larger than unity for several paths. Hence this indicator was 
replaced bv a new index, 1960 per capita electricity consumption. Needless 
to say, vjeScafnnot justify this ad hoc substitution of variables. This model 
serv.es ttie neuristic purpose of illustrating the causal sequence implied by 
""■Nth* status maintenance thesis, and* demonstrates the consequences of 1 
correcting for artifactual covariance between the estimates. 

9 Since model F parameters are allowed to vary across regions, each 
regional estimate of a given parameter has a different standard error. 
Rather than treat this heteroscedast'icity seriously, we gain single 
estimates of the error variance by constraining each parameter to be 
constant across regions. 1 
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predictions, aside 'from the Small positive effect of upgrading on status 
ascription, 

j — — 

Figure 2 About Here 

^ 

Since the preceding models and correlations are based on only twelve 
'regions, conclusions are necessarily tentative. The status maintenance 
thesis correctly identifies the pivotal role of occupational upgrading and 
accurately predicts developmental effects, but there are also important 
respects in which the thesis fails to adequately explain the data/ In 
several' cases, the exclusion of selected regions from the analysis 
diminishes correlations considerably. This may not be inconsistent with 
status maintenance interpretations, but it suggests that more specific 
regional properties might account for variation in attainment processes. In 
additiort, there is evidence that upgrading and educational ascription do not 
fully mediate the effects of industrialization on attainment parameters. 
Unreported results from model II indicate that direct paths are needed from 
industrialization to status ascription and achievement, primarily because 
industrialization is only weakly associated with educational ascription. 
This implies that developmental effects on attainment are not completely 
explained by the intervening variables pf the status maintenance thesis. 
Finally, we have equivocated on the relationship between educational 
ascription and the other attainment parameters since alternative baseline* 
models yield contrary results. This might derive from artlfactual 
covariance between estimates, but clearer conclusions depend on further 
research. In summary, the pattern of developmental effects" contradicts 
thesis of industrialism predictions, yet support for the alternative status 
maintenance thesis is incomplete. 
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.6.0 A PARTIAL REANALYSIS - 



The preceding results demonstrate structural effects by explicitly 



modelling the association between structural variables and* attainment 

parameters at the regional level of analysis. Although there is an 

intuitive appeal .to' this strategy, we close the paper with a more 

conventional methodology involving least sqi^res estimation with 

multiplicative terras. This approach assigns to each respondent the 

structural attributes of the region in which he resides, and then forms 

interaction vectors equal to the product of the structural and social 

background ^variables.* The size of the least squares coefficients for these 

multiplicative terms in equations predicting education or status indicates 

the extent to which returns to background vary with the structural 

attributes of regions. Analogous multiplicative terms are also formed to 

assess interaction effects between structural variables and education. 

The foremost advantage of* the' methods employed earlier was the 

representation of constructs by multiple indicators. To avoid relying upon 

single indicator measures of social background and industrialization in the 

present approach, we develop composite variables using the weights generated 

in the preceding models. Thus social background (SOCBACK) is represented by 

a weighted composite of the five social background variables, with* the 

weights identical to those of model F. Similarly, regional 

industrialization scores are formed as a weighted composite of the 1955 

electricity consumption artd agricultural labor force indicators, with the 

• 10 

weights obtained from a model similar to model I. The original' 



< ' 10 Since Model I is a reflective model, weights are set equal to the 

coefficients obtained when the construct is regressed on the two 
industrialization indicators. 

ERJC 2jI 



Page 27 

regional scores on upgrading are retained, since only a single indicator was 
used for this variable. Finally, respondents are assigned the 
industrialization and' upgrading scores of their region, forming the 
variables INDUST %nd UPGRAD . * 

v 

Table ^presents the least squares coefficients for a model that enters 

interaction effects between industrialization and social background in the 

equation predicting educational attainment. Inspection of the 

multiplicative term reveals that returns to social background are 

essentially invariant across developmental levels. Although not presented, 

similar findings obtain ^hen INDjJST is replaced by eleven regional dummies, 

so that mean differences In" regional educational levels are completely 

absorbed. Thus least squares estimates do not replicate the results 

** , 

presented earlier, which showed a moderate reduction in background effects 
with industrialization. This reinforces the contention that educational 
ascription is not„ sufficiently associated with industrialization to account 
for its effects on status ascription and achievement. A 



Table M About Here 



The models presented in Table 5 assess interactive effects in the 
determinatioq of bccupational prestige. .Model 1 examines whether prestige 
"returns to, schooling and background vary as a function of industrialization; 
model 2 Assesses if ^returns vary with upgrading; and model 3 enters 
interaction terms for both' industrialization and upgrading.' Results from 
all three models corroborate status maintenance predictions', except for an 
insignificant reversal in the multiplicative effects of upgrading and 1 
background in model 3. Model 3 also shows that the interaction effects with 
industrialization are not fully mediated by those with upgrading, since 
coefficients on the multiplicative terms with industrialization remain quite 
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large. When dummies are entered to absorb regional, differences in mean 

prestige, similar conclusions -again hold. 11 

- < L 

Table 5 About Here 

4 • 

Although many of the interaction effects in Models 1 thru 3 are quite 
strong, only three of the eight coefficients are significant at the.. 05 
level. Strong collinearity betwefen the multiplicative terms restricted the 
precision of estimates of their independent effects. This inflation of< 
/standard errors means that our conclusions must be guarded. Nonetheless, 
aside from the results of Table 4* this brief reanalysis providesadditional 

1 0 

evidence for status maintenance predictions. 
.7.0 CONCLUSIONS 

A number of alternative specifications have been employed to avoid ' 
reaching substantive conclusions that are dependent upon methodoldgical ^ 
choices. Using both maximum likelihood and least 'squares estimation, 
results reveal patterned regional variation in status attainment 
coefficients, such that ^assumptions of a single national model involve 
serious misspecificatioh. Neoclassical paradigms of an homogenous and fully 



11 A complete test of the status maintenance thesis is not jiossityle, since 
the interaction effects of educational ascription are not 'considered. This 
variable was omitted because its effects cannot be captured within* the 
multiplicative approach, short of simply assigning estimates of regional 
educational ascription to individuals.^ Models estimated in this manner 
support status maintenance predictions, although none of - the coefficients 
for educational ascription were significant at the .05 level. 

'12 Additional models were considered, but are not 'presented here. The 
preceding equations were reestimated* for the subsample of respondents who 
did not migrate from their region of origin (79.5 percent Qf the original 
sample). Parameter estimates for interaction effects were quite similar for 
these nonmigrants, suggesting that a regional level of analysis is not 
v invalidated by migration between regions. Similar estimates were also 
- < „ gained when the analysis was restricted to respondents of nonfarm origin or 

current nonfarm status. * 
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competitive market must be qualified by a recognitiofcwthat the proc^pS of 
role allocation differs by regional location. Jhese results suggest that 
labor markets operate on a local level even within a highly industrialized 
, nation. In addition, such findings question assumptions of 'regional! 
convergence with natiqpal development, yet without data^ on' temporal patterns 
ia the extent of variation the results remain inconclusive on this issue. . 

Recent attempts to expand upon individualistic perspectives on/ 
processes of status attainment are also supported. Status returns to 

■ \ 

individual human capital are conditioned by the structural context within 
which the individual is located. Extraindividual regional constraints 
determine the rules of reward allocation, and thus the market returns for 
personal attributes. Two individuals with the same human capital might 
nonetheless gain different outcomes, simply because they occupy structural 
locations with different rules of allocation. This Aaplies that inequality 
of outcomes is generated not only by unequal human capital, but- also by 
systematic differences in the conversion of this capital into status 
outcomes. Hence the essential insights of the structuralist critique are 
elaborated to apply beyond issues of a dualist paradigm. 

Not only are these structural effects indicated, but their pattern ' 
fails to confirm thesis of industrialism hypotheses. Disconf irmation of 
this thesis is perhaps the strongest finding of the paper. Achieved effects 
on status outcomes do not increase with industrialization, and ascriptive 
processes jlo not diminish • Indeed, there is evidence that precisely the 
opposite patterns prevail. This ascriptive expansion suggests potential 
difficulties in the meritocratic legitimation of inequality once it is 
perceived ^th^it unequal rewards are no longer, cleariy linked to achieved 
educational levels. 
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The alternative status maintenance thesis receives partial support • In 
addition to correctly specifying the direction of developmental effects on 

attainment parameters, this thesis identifies additional structural 

^ _/ 

variables that influence levels of status achievement and ascription. The 
rate of upgrading emerges as a particularly decisive determinant of status 
achievement, since inadequate occupational demand restricts prestige returns 
to education. While others have similarly documented demand effects on 
prestige returns (Freeman, 1976), our results show that occupational 
upgrading also has a federate impact on levels of status ascription. 
Resources dependent on social background gain importance as a means of 
maintaining status when the pool of prestigious occupations fails to expand 
rapidly. Thus the development of meritocratic organization is apparently 
threatened by the failure of advanced industrialization to maintain a 

< 

continuous status expansion. However?, results are less clear for the second 
structural variable identified by the status maintenance" thesis. We have 
argued that growing educational equality forces the elite to rely upon 
direct ^asct^ptive processes 'to maintain their status, and motivates 
employers to consider noneducational criteria since schooling becomes a less 
adequate indicator of potential productivity. Correlations between 
estimates from baseline models yield little support for ^this position, 
although artifactual covariance may have obscured the true relationship. 
Thes-e results, coupled with additional disconfirming evidence noted earlier, 
suggest that the ^status maintenance thesis provides only a partial 
explanation of developmental ejects. Alternative structural variables, 
such as rate of migration and degree of inequality, might be incorporated to 
fully account for regional variation in attainment processes. 
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There are further caveats which qualify the results presented here. Me 

A 

have emphasized interpretations intrin^sifr to industrialization, yet the 
findings may be specific to Japan. Jhe seniority considerations and 
lifetime employment system embedded in Japanese industry may reduce 
educational effects in developed regions, or the prevalence of internal 
labor markets within industrialized regions may increasQ ascriptive 
processes. Moreover, the restricted regional variation in educational 
ascription may be a consequence of the centralization of Japanese education. 
Even if the findings are notfspecif ic to Japan, they may be dependent upon a 
regional level of analysis rather than replicable across different and 
higher levels. Similarly, our cross-sectional results may not provide a 
legitimate basis for longitudinal inferences, since the latter rest on the 
presumptidrTs^hat highly industrialized regions approximate the structural 
arrangements towards which less developed regions are advancing. Finally, 
Japanese regions may not incorporate a sufficient range of developmental 
levels to detect a nonlinear relationship between industrialization and 
ascriptive criteria. It is possible that the processes described in the 
thesis of industrialism operate during the early stages of development, yet 
are not sustained with advanced industrialization as. educational expansion* 
outpaces occupational upgrading. 

Although questions remain unanswered, we hope to have opened one mode 
of inquiry into issues of this nature. Status attainment research need not 
be atheoreticai. On the contrary, it provides important evidence on the 
relationship between forms of social organization and processes of reward 
allocation. 
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INDUSTRIALIZATION LEVEL OF 
TWELVE JAPANESE REGIONS . 

Industrialization Level 



- Proportipn 
Nonagricultural 
Labor Force > 



Per Capita 

Electricity 

Consumption 



Shikoku 

Hokuriku 

Tosan 

Kinki 

Chugoku 

Tokai 

Tohoku 

Hokkaido 

Kyushu-I 2 

Kyushu-II 

Kantb-I •» 

Kanto-II 5 



.536 
.521 
.511 
.780 
.564 
.683 
M5 
.660 
.673 

,m 

.938 



365 
870 
'- 256 
507 
306 
579 
323 
276 
518 
127 
193 
525 



kilowatts - - . 
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TABLE 3 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN REGIONAL STATUS ATTAINMENT 
COEFFICIENTS AND REGIONAL STRUCTURAL VARIABLES 
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FIGURE 2 
EFFECTS OF INDUSTRIALIZATION ON 
REGIONAL STATUS ATTAINMENT 3 
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APPENDIX 1 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS, MEANS , AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS FOR SEVEN STATUS VARIABLES, BY REGION 
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X1: Mother's Educational Attainment, X2: Father's Educational 
Attainment, X3: Family Economic Level, X4: Farm Origin, * 
X5: Father's Occupational Prestige, X6: Respondent's Educa- ' 
tional Attainment, X7: Respondent's Occupational Prestige *' 
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APPENDIX 2 
COEFFICIENTS AND STANDARD - ERRORS F< 
REGIONAL STATUS ATTAINMENT MODELS 



Status Attainment Coefficients 



Educational Status Status 

Ascription (Bi) Ascription (g 2 ) Achievement (g 3 ) 



Region 


Model A 



Model F 



Model A 



Model F\ 


Model A 
\ 


Model F 



Tokai 


.643 


.618 


1.057 


• 1.005 


J noc 
/ 1.035 


1.047 




(.177) 


(.083) 


(.102) 


(.299) 


(.290) 


' (.289) 


Kinki 


.715 


.666 


.591 


.511 


1.301 


1.307 




(.176) 


(.084) 


(.332) 


(.286) 


(.263) 


(.263) 


Chugoku 


.609 


.519 


.321 


.205 


1.173 


1.248 




(.239) 


(.083) 


(.137) 


(.385) 


(.437) 


(.426) 


Shikoku 


.796 


.168 


2.188 


.895 


.311 


.734 




(.359) 


(.099) 


(1.181) 


(.178) 


(.599) 


(.602) 


Kyushu- I 


.316 


.441 


.807 


.711 


.661 


.949 




(..243) 


(.085) 


(.614) 


(.362) 


(.423) 


(.422) 


Kyushu-II 


.071 


.181 


.151 


^847 


1.711 


1.863 




(.231) 


(.085) 


(.199) 


(.351) 


(.389) 


( d .388) 


Hokkaido 


.79a 


.513 


.778 


.757 


.516 


.471 




(.273) 


(.102) 


(.839) 


(.574) 


(.664) 


(.609) 


Tohoku 


.656 


.567 


.090 


.093 


1 .083 


1.075 




(.208) 


(.082) 


(.336) 


(.29*1) 


(.306) 


(.304) 


Kanto-I 


.611 


.599 


.051 


.126 


1.677 


1.632 , 




(.165) 


(.077) 


(.217) 


(.212) 


(.21-2) 


(.211) 


Kanto-II 


.378 


.519 


.568 


.773 


1.065 


1.123 




(.176) 


(.072) 


(.306) 


(.251) 


(.252) 


(.249) 


Hokuriku 


.315 


.391 


1.056 


1.234 


.696 


.731 




(.203) 


(.101) 


(.703) 


(.401) 


(.356) 


(.358) 


Tosan 


.866 


.646 


.970 


.690 


.855 


.882 




(.258) 


(.111) 


(.739) 


(.525) 


(.483) 


(.480) 



Entries are metric coefficient, (standard error). 



